(2009), is the strenuous effort to think about what they are doing as they do it. They are engaged in the (Kantian) exercise of determining the "condition of possibility" of talking about the South or about Faulkner. All the theoretical nudging and methodological skirmishing easily become tiresome in the new Southern studies, critical regionalism, hemispheric studies, whatever one might call it. Yet what is frustrating in Stecopoulos's book and the Trefzer and Abadie collection is a conceptual carelessness, while Robert Brinkmeyer's The Fourth Ghost (2009) needs more conceptual robustness and a more sophisticated structure. In what follows, I want to set forth in greater detail some of these issues as they arise in each book and suggest overall some of the strengths and weaknesses of the new Southern studies as it has established itself. 3 Reconstructing the World is an imaginatively conceived and often stimulating work. Its thesis is that the South under Reconstruction was a paradigm case that foreshadowed the impact of US political and economic intervention abroad as America became an imperial power: "the federal government's decision to abandon the onerous task of building democracy in the region not only devastated the African American South, but also laid the groundwork for the U.S. betrayal of many other communities of color overseas" (3) . It was "a sign of the United States' tendency" in the next century "to impose its compromised, if not hollow, promises of freedom and modernization on a host of subaltern people" (3) . The South was America's first post-slavery colony: where the South was, there Cuba and the Philippines would be.
Stecopoulos explores variations on this theme in a series of discrete, but interrelated, chapters that involve some predictable figures such as Thomas Dixon, William Faulkner, and Richard Wright as well as less expected ones-James Weldon Johnson, Charles Chesnutt, W. E. B. Du Bois, Carson McCullers, and Alice Walker. That he incorporates writers of both races is all to the good; specifically, he notes that Johnson, as well as other African Americans such as Booker T. Washington, Pauline Hopkins, and Edward Cooper, supported American expansion out of "a sense of 'northernness' and a concomitant feeling of civilized belonging" as the South descended into racial apartheid and terror (55). The chapter on Johnson's gradual disillusionment with governmental service after time at the consuls in Venezuela and Nicaragua, along with the chapter on the encounters of Faulkner and Wright with Asian/third world cultures in the 1950s, is perhaps the most interesting in the book.
But there are worrisome features as well. For instance, a close reading of the passage cited above suggests that Stecopoulos lays the failures of Reconstruction largely at the feet of the Federal government rather than emphasizing the resistance of white Southern planter elites-and also white yeoman and workers-to the incorporation of the former slaves into Southern society and politics as equals. Without doubt, the Federal government's Reconstruction efforts were riddled with controversy and lost support almost as soon as they began. The land reform that did take place was quickly rescinded by President Andrew Johnson of Tennessee, already in 1865. (Of course, Northern businesses wanted stability returned to the South as soon as possible, which was another reason for abandoning land redistribution.) But Stecopoulos should have emphasized that the white Southern elite worked closely with, rather than being rolled over by, Northern political and economic interests to thwart a new egalitarian order. Indeed, as in Latin America, some of the most vociferous critics of Yankee intervention were those who enjoyed social, economic, and political hegemony at home. Southern railroad and planter elites (often overlapping) sounded like radicals in calling for Southern "home rule," but they came on like the conservatives they were when it was a question of who should "rule at home." 4 Moreover, in emphasizing the economic nature of the Southern "underdevelopment" (12-13) as an internal colony, Stecopoulos is perhaps a bit too casual about the achievements of the war and Reconstruction. Indeed, the view of the war and Reconstruction that emerges in his book is a disturbingly "Beardian" one. Emphasis falls heavily on the economic intentions and/or effects of Federal policy at home and abroad. There is a resulting tendency to underplay the democratic achievements of the freed people and their Northern allies and to concentrate on telling the story of the South as a colony undergoing modernization. 5 Nor are the terms of the economic -political argument ever really explored and/or differentiated sufficiently in Reconstructing the World or in Global Faulkner, for that matter. "Colony" and "empire" tend to be replaced, when referring to the post-1945 period, by "modernization," a kind of twentieth-century imperialism with a human face , and then more recently with "globalization." Both books also contain numerous references to "backwardness," "underdevelopment," and "dependency," each of which has a complex history. 6 Modernization, especially, is overused. It is sometimes an ideology (emphasizing secular rationality, technology, and industrial development) and sometimes the political, social, and economic process aimed at creating a new sort of modern industrial economy and urban society. Its relationship to literary modernism goes largely unexplored, which is surprising particularly in the context of the "backward" Souths, which produced a "renaissance" and a "boom." Another problem is that it is very difficult to provide examples of modernization that have "worked" without horrendous results, whether under the aegis of capitalism or socialism or some mixed system. How do we balance the destruction of societies and human life involved in several centuries of New World slavery and European colonialism with the horrendous costs visited upon the people of the Soviet Union and China? Is it that modernization in both cases was worsened by "outside" factors, or is there something in the process itself that entails destruction as well as emancipation?
Stecopoulos's discussion of the way Faulkner saw the destruction of traditional societies in Japan and the South as examples of "tradition despoiled by state modernization" is particularly interesting (142). Yet Faulkner also expressed distaste for societies built on racial discrimination. At one minute, it was Faulkner the sympathizer with the defeated Japanese and Confederate traditionalists; at the next minute, it was Faulkner the defender of civil rights for African Americans. Interestingly, Stecopoulos's analysis of Wright's experience at the 1955 Bandung (Indonesia) Conference of nonaligned nations forces him to admit explicitly that capitalist modernization was at least a "two-edged sword" (156); it might undermine backwardness and liberate people from outmoded traditions, even as it tended to "turn other nations, even allegedly independent nations, into places not unlike Mississippi itself" (157). Indeed, at Bandung, Wright urged the nonaligned nations, that is, third world, to accept the modern worldview that went with modernization rather than to shun it as exploitative. 7 Stecopoulos's analysis here is often complex and subtle, but the unnuanced assumption is worrisome-and dubious-that the Federal government was the chief contributor to the underdevelopment of Mississippi rather than a passive bystander until finally intervening, albeit reluctantly, in the 1960s. Such an attitude tends to let the white elites of Mississippi off the hook politically and morally. It is hard to avoid the conclusion that, for Stecopoulos, the US government, that is, the American state, can do no right, even when it tries to. Another implication is that the civil rights movement was too dependent on state power and thus somehow historically ineffectual. Maybe so. But surely the role of state power inside the US, and outside as well, has been more complex than Reconstructing the South suggests.
The essays in Global Faulkner also adopt, unsurprisingly, a global perspective, with a certain Caribbean and Latin American inflection. The "Southern turn" in Southern literary studies, at the center of which stands Faulkner, owes its impetus to Deborah Cohn's History and Memory in the Two Souths (1999), followed by Cohn and Jon Smith's (eds.) collection, Look Away! The U.S. South in New World Studies (2004). 8 It is important to note that in pairing Faulkner, Ralph Ellison, and Katherine Anne Porter with three Latin American novelists, Cohn did not build her case on Faulkner's influence so much as she compared the themes, structures, and ideological implications of US Southern with Spanish-American fiction. Her underlying assumption was that the same institution (slavery), position in the world economy (as an exploited peripheral or colonial region), and set of cultural phenomena (racism and heightened historical consciousness) generated literatures in both Souths that bore remarkable resemblances to one another. There were also well-known causal links between the literatures of the "two Souths," especially Faulkner's clear influence on writers such as Gabriel García Márquez and Carlos Fuentes.
For all its great importance in enriching US Southern studies, at least, the "two Souths" thesis contained several lacunae. First, one has to wonder if the comparisons with, and links between, Latin American literature have been more important than the links to, and parallels with, Africa. Undoubtedly, the relative proximity of Latin America and the strength of Hispanic studies have helped the North -South axis to develop. Perhaps the "whiteness" of most of modern Southern writers has hindered the development of a Black Atlantic or diasporic perspective. But the rich and compelling personal essay by Tierno Monénembo, "Faulkner and Me," in Global Faulkner partially corrects that assumption by asking: " [W] hy are the writers of the Third World so fascinated with Faulkner?" (183). Monénembo's personal reminiscences remind us that theorizing in literary studies too frequently bypasses the subjective-experiential dimensions of literary history as merely anecdotal. He identifies "language and the relationship with history" (183) as two of Faulkner's most important concerns that strike a chord with writers of Africa and also emphasizes that "It remains that in his books, blacks exist. Their existence is not denied" (181). The important point here is that what fascinates readers about Faulkner on race is not that he got everything right about race, but that he was obsessively preoccupied with race altogether.
Another neglected factor in comparing/linking the writing of the two Souths is the religious one. Because academics and intellectuals in both Americas tend to be secular in nonbelief, the study of the differences that religion has historically made between the two (literary) cultures is woefully neglected. Nor should it go unmentioned that the cultural comparisons (and contrasts, including the religious one) among North America, the Caribbean, and Latin America are old hat among historians of the South, African America, and Latin America and are generally thought to have outlived their usefulness. 9 Finally, for all the importance of Absalom, Absalom! (1936), it is Faulkner's only major work of fiction that shows the American South and the culture of the Caribbean in a vital historical (and fictional) relationship, with New Orleans and Haiti serving as sites of collision and interpenetration. The Southern, hybrid side of the Southern rim is a crucial part of the story of US Southern literature, but it's far from the whole story.
In the last few years, several Faulkner scholars have been preoccupied by the significance of the Haiti episode in Absalom, Absalom! It is the great proof text that links the (US) Southern Faulkner with the Latin American/Caribbean Faulkner, the literary with the political -economic readings of Faulkner. 10 The episode's significance lies in the revelation that, while on the island, Sutpen had a child by a woman he assumed is Spanish. When he discovered that she was actually a light-skinned mulatto, he left her, their son, and Haiti behind. Of course, the son is Charles Bon, who turns up later in the 1850s in northern Mississippi, to begin the inexorable process by which Sutpen's "design" is brought to grief.
Not surprisingly, then, Trefzer and Abadie's Global Faulkner contains several pieces that explore the salience of the Haiti episode, along with related global political and economic implications. Though I can't see the gain in Leigh Anne Duck's calling Faulkner a postmodern writer, her essay does reveal a possible source of the Sutpen character. US occupation of Haiti did not end until 1935, a year before the novel was published. In 1929, a strange man named William Seabrook published a novel, The Magic Island, which contains two chapters on a character, a US Marine Faustin Wirkus, who has himself crowned king of the island and bears certain resemblance to Sutpen. Duck's exposition contains too many "it is likely" and "may have read" and "I cannot say with certainty" for the influence of Seabrook's novel on Faulkner to be entirely convincing, but it is a fascinating discovery.
From another direction, Jeff Karem shrewdly corrects the critical emphasis upon Haiti when he notes that Faulkner's treatment of the events there is "overdetermined and underrepresented" (162). It is, to be sure, a "capacious symbolic reserve" (163), but the lack of specificity and murkiness of the passage means that it can hardly bear the historical or political importance claimed by Faulkner critics. Though only in a footnote, Keith Cartwright also wonders why Madison Smartt Bell's great trilogy on the Haitian Revolution (All Souls Rising [1995] , Master of the Crossroads Finally, in her introduction to Global South, Annette Trefzer raises the issue of Faulkner's persisting influence by noting that no longer do Faulkner scholars refer glibly to his universality. Rather, she asks what the "implications of a global worldview for the study of Faulkner" are (ix). Her answer is to call for a more historically grounded methodology that explores the specific ways Faulkner is received and interpreted in other cultures, as well as paying more attention to the institutional factors in the translation and circulation of Faulkner at a global level. What Trefzer seems to be proposing quite valuably is a "mediated" universalism which shuns the windy abstractions/ness that Faulkner himself fell prey to in his Nobel Prize address. It is within that context that Monénembo's question can receive the attention it deserves. It is also important to note that he does not reject Faulkner's influence as a pernicious by-product of American cultural and economic imperialism.
After all these forays into diasporic and transnational comparisons, it is strangely disconcerting to come back to white Southern literature's relationship to Europe in the age of Fascism. Robert H. Brinkmeyer's The Fourth Ghost establishes its terms of engagement in refreshingly clear terms. His central purpose is to explore how did Southern writers in the 1930s and 1940s "with the ghostly presence of European Fascism lurking on the cultural horizon . . . understand their homeland and represent it in their work?" (2) . He also wants to correct the usual view that Southern writers of the period were self-obsessed and inward-turning. Rather, he asserts "white southern writers . . . were actually turned fearfully outward" (2) . Indeed, Brinkmeyer concentrates on white writers because black Southern writers, he contends, did not distinguish between racism in the South and the North to any significant degree. Their concern was not with Southern uniqueness but, at best, with the South as a representative, if extreme, site of American racism: "Fascism, in other words, highlighted racial discrimination as an American rather than merely a southern problem, even if conditions were more severe in the South" (16-17). Overall, then, Brinkmeyer knows what his subject is, unpacks what his subjects think about it, and then tries to assess how they agreed and disagreed among themselves.
The Fourth Ghost covers a lot of ground in analyzing the attitudes of 12 Southern writers toward Fascism, usually meaning Nazi Germany. As Brinkmeyer rightly notes, this was a particularly touchy subject since some left-wing critics tended to see all white Southern writers, especially the Agrarians and Faulkner, as reactionaries, even proto-Fascists, in the 1930s. Though on occasion making left-wing noises in that decade, Katherine Ann Porter and Thomas Wolfe were attracted to the irrationalities of Fascism, particularly anti-Semitism, while Allen Tate and some of the Agrarians published work in The American Review, whose editor, Seward Collins, was an admitted Fascist sympathizer. Whatever else one might say about the work they published there, it betrayed no specifically Fascist leanings. They soon took their distance from Collins.
Otherwise, Brinkmeyer convincingly clears Southern writers of such charges. Liberals such as W. J. Cash and Lillian Smith tended to see racism, irrationalism, and antidemocratic sentiments as shared faults of the white South and Nazi Germany, while Southern conservatives such as William Alexander Percy, most of the Agrarians, and Richard Weaver, a second-generation Agrarian, contrasted the authentic traditionalism of Southern conservatism with Fascism, which they saw as a kind of perverted modernism.
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Carson McCullers and Lillian Hellman were the most predictably Leftist of the Southern writers against Fascism. Faulkner was a surprisingly strong supporter of the republican cause in Spain and was a strong antifascist, while Willie Stark in All the King's Men (1946) grew out of Robert Penn Warren's experience in Italy in the 1930s and earlier attempts to write a play about a Mussolini-like leader. For instance, in his analysis, Brinkmeyer contrasts the "ruthless pragmatism" of a Willy Stark with the "responsible pragmatism" necessary to make a democratic political culture work (271-74).
Yet somehow Brinkmeyer's important study is never quite as compelling as it might have been. One problem is organizational. There is something vaguely perfunctory about the way he moves from writer to writer over successive chapters, though he is not afraid to compare and contrast them as he goes along. Perhaps the book could have profited from being more explicitly organized around ideological categories (liberal, conservative, Fascist, totalitarian, and so on) and thematic issues (race, anti-Semitism, leadership, mass society). Insofar as Brinkmeyer never develops a sufficiently complex notion of what Fascism was, his own analysis seems a prisoner of the meanings lent that term by his subjects. For instance, is Fascism best considered a perverted form of "idealism" (for example, Willie Stark's doing bad in order to do good) or was it a species of "nihilism" (an attempt to eradicate all values)? Which trait was most central to Fascism-the strong state, the dictatorial leader, antimodernism, or racial and anti-Semitic ideologies? What were the economics of Fascism? Are Nazi anti-Semitism and Southern racism the same sort of thing? Though not given a chapter of his own, the most sophisticated Southern conservative "take" on Fascism was Richard Weaver's, but, for some reason, Brinkmeyer consigns Weaver's analysis to several long footnotes, while it clearly belongs in the main text.
It is also difficult to develop a sophisticated critique of a political ideology using literary texts. Except for Smith, Cash, and Warren, the Southern writers he chooses were not particularly well-versed in political or social thought and thus their own critiques of Fascism rarely rose above the commonplace. Finally, what do these three books reveal about the state of contemporary Southern studies? Clearly, the willingness to put Southern writing in contact and context with "other" hemispheric and global cultures and to surmount the provincialism of traditional Southern studies has been very valuable. Yet Brinkmeyer rightly reminds us of C. Vann Woodward's attempt in the 1950s to consider the South as sharing more culturally with other societies around the globe than with the America that many considered so "exceptional." Second, the attempt to read Southern writing in terms of American expansionism, imperialism, and global domination can deliver important insights, up to a point. There is, however, a certain carelessness with the use of terms taken from political economy, not to mention the tendency to ride roughshod over authorial intention and to overread texts. Other critical approaches should not be abandoned in the face of a relentless emphasis upon the economic and the political, an approach in which every book or text seems to say the same thing and/or always fails to say the right thing. Like many attempts to champion methodological innovations, the temptation is to transform those innovations into a full-blown ideology, especially, in this case, the meta-narrative of US expansion. Given the hostility to US state action in the new Southern studies, the literature of the US South often comes to read like one large allegory of imperialism.
Most of the contributions to the new Southern studies, on the evidence found in the books under review, are from literary scholars and critics. Harilaos Stecopoulos, the contributors to Global Faulkner, and Robert Brinkmeyer do valuable service to literary criticism by venturing "beyond the text" and/or for looking in the text for a "beyond the text." This is hardly a radical gesture any longer, if it ever was. To bring historians-of the US South, of African America, of Latin America and the Caribbean, and of West Africa-into the deliberations might help to make the literary scholars more aware of historical complexities, but also teach the historians something too about taking interpretive chances. To bring historians-of the US South, of African America, of Latin America and the Caribbean, and of West Africa-into the deliberations might help to make the literary scholars more aware of historical complexities, but also teach the historians something too about taking interpretive chances.
